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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9 and 10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly 
anticipated by Uming U-Ming Ko, European Patent Application 0 419 105 A2 (herein 
after "Ko"). 

3. Referring to claim 1 , Ko has taught a subsystem controller (Figure 1) 
implemented as a single integrated circuit for control of a device or subsystem within an 
electronic system having system processing components, the subsystem controller 
comprising: 

a. a complex programmable logic device that can be programmed to provide 
logic circuits that implement control functionality (column 4, line 22, figure 1 , 
element 38); 

b. a micro-controller that can execute software routines that implement 
control functionality (column 1 , line 55-column 2, line 6, see column 2, lines 49- 
50, Figure 1, element 12); 

c. read-only memory that stores executable code for execution by the micro- 
controller (column 2, lines 51-54, Figure 1, element 14); 
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d. random-access memory that can store data and executable code for 
execution by the micro-controller (column 2, line 55-column 3, line 3, Figure 1, 
element 16); 

e. a bus interface for exchanging data and control signals between the 
subsystem controller and system processing components (abstract, Figure 1, 
column 3, line 53-column 4, line 4, column 4, lines 1 5-27, column 5, lines 2-11, 
column 9, lines 48-53, Figure 1 , Any combination of at least elements 26, 34 and 
28 is the claimed bus interface.); and 

f. an additional electronic interface to a device (abstract, column 3, line 53- 
column 4, line 4, column 9, lines 48-53, At least element 28 is an interface to 
other integrated circuit chips. An integrated circuit chip is a device.) or 
subsystem controlled by the subsystem controller (This is alternative claim 
language not required to be present to read on the claim.). 

4. Referring to claim 2, Ko has taught the subsystem controller of claim 1 , as 
described above, and wherein control functionality of the subsystem controller is 
partitioned between logic circuits programmed into the complex programmable logic 
device (column 4, line 22, figure 1 , element 38) and software routines executed by the 
micro-controller (column 1, line 55-column 2, line 6, Figure 1, element 12) (Hardware 
and software (instructions) are implemented in the controller.). 

5. Referring to claim 4, Ko has taught the subsystem controller of claim 1 , as 
described above, and wherein the bus interface is an inter-integrated circuit bus 
interface (abstract, Figure 1, column 3, line 53-column 4, line 4, column 4, lines 15-27, 
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column 5, lines 2-1 1 , column 9, lines 48-53, Figure 1 , Any combination of at least 
elements 26, 34 and 28 is the claimed bus interface.). 

6. Referring to claim 6, Ko has taught a method for controlling a subsystem within a 
complex electrical device, the method comprising: 

a. providing a single-integrated-circuit subsystem controller (Figure 1); 

b. programming control functionality into the single-integrated-circuit 
subsystem controller by programming logic circuits into a complex programmable 
logic device included in the single-integrated-circuit subsystem controller (column 
4, line 22, figure 1 , element 38), 

c. implementing software routines for execution by a micro-controller within 
the single-integrated-circuit subsystem controller (column 2, lines 51-54, Figure 
1, element 14), and 

d. storing the software routines in the single-integrated-circuit subsystem 
controller (column 2, line 55-column 3, line 3, Figure 1, element 16); and 

e. interconnecting the single-integrated-circuit subsystem controller to the 
subsystem within the complex electrical device (abstract, Figure 1, column 3, line 
53-column 4, line 4, column 4, lines 15-27, column 5, lines 2-11, column 9, lines 
48-53, Figure 1 , Any combination of at least elements 26, 34 and 28 perform the 
claimed interconnecting at least one subsystem.). 

7. Referring to claim 8, Ko has taught the method of claim 6, as described above, 
and wherein the complex electrical device is a computer system (abstract, The invention 
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of Ko is a system of integrated circuits that process information to produce results, 
which is a computer system.). 

8. Referring to claim 9, Ko has taught the method of claim 6, as described above, 
and wherein the single-integrated-circuit subsystem controller includes the complex 
programmable logic device, the micro-controller, a read-only memory, a random access 
memory, a bus interface, and an additional electronic interface (Figure 1, abstract). 

9. Referring to claim 10, Ko has taught the method of claim 9, as described above, 
and wherein interconnecting the single-integrated-circuit subsystem controller to the 
subsystem within the complex electrical device further includes interconnecting the 
subsystem with the additional electronic interface (abstract, column 3, line 53-column 4, 
line 4, At least element 28 interconnects the subsystem controller (Figure 1 ) to the 
subsystem. The subsystem is at least for example other integrated circuit chips.). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 3 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uming U-Ming Ko, European Patent Application 0 419 105 A2 (herein after "Ko") in view 
of Alexander, US Patent 5,953,684 (herein after "Alexander"). 

12. Referring to claim 3, Ko has taught the subsystem controller of claim 1 , as 
described above, Ko has not specifically taught that the subsystem controller is 
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programmed to control display of information on a liquid crystal display window included 
in an external front panel display of a server computer. However, Ko has taught that it 
is desirable to test the circuit states of the digital signal processor (abstract, column 5, 
lines 28-44). Ko has not specifically taught the details of the test equipment circuitry 
connected to the test pin that actually tests and controls the subsystem controller. 
Alexander has taught test equipment that is used to acquire test data via a data path 
(Alexander, column 3, lines 43-45). The test equipment includes an liquid crystal 
display for displaying acquired test data and an input means (such as a keypad) for 
dynamically inputting data and parameters to configure and operate the test equipment 
based on the data output from the liquid crystal display (Alexander, column 3, lines 43- 
45, column 5, line 58-column 6, line 4). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the subsystem 
controller be programmed to control display of information on an liquid crystal display 
window included in an external front panel display of a server computer, for the 
desirable purpose of allowing an end user to run dynamic tests on the system. 
13. Referring to claim 7, Ko has taught the method of claim 6, as described above. 
Ko has not specifically taught wherein the subsystem is an liquid crystal display window 
that displays information about the components within the complex electrical device and 
about the state of the complex electrical device. However, Ko has taught that it is 
desirable to test the circuit states of the digital signal processor (abstract, column 5, 
lines 28-44). Ko has not specifically taught the details of the test equipment circuitry 
connected to the test pin that actually tests and controls the subsystem controller. 
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Alexander has taught test equipment that is used to acquire test data via a data path 
(Alexander, column 3, lines 43-45). The test equipment includes an liquid crystal 
display for displaying acquired test data and an input means (such as a keypad) for 
dynamically inputting data and parameters to configure and operate the test equipment 
based on the data output from the liquid crystal display (Alexander, column 3, lines 43- 
45, column 5, line 58-column 6, line 4). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the subsystem of Ko 
be an liquid crystal display display window that displays information about the 
components within the complex electrical device and about the state of the complex 
electrical device, as taught by Alexander, for the desirable purpose of allowing the user 
to run dynamic tests on the system. 

14. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Uming U- 
Ming Ko, European Patent Application 0419 105 A2 (herein after "Ko"). 

15. Referring to claim 5, Ko has taught the subsystem controller of claim 1 , as 
described above. Ko has not specifically taught wherein the additional electronic 
interface is an 8-bit input/output bus and additional signal lines. However, Ko has 
taught that data is stored in the RAM in a 16-bit format (Ko, column 3, lines 35-45). 
Having the input/output interface be at least 16 bits would have allowed for the interface 
to easily output the system data to other devices such that the data read would only 
require one read step on the interface. Furthermore, it has been held that changing the 
size is not accorded patentable weight, see In re Rose, 220 F.2d 459, 463, 105 USPQ 
237, 240 (CCPA 1955). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time the invention was made to have the additional electronic interface of 
Ko, be any size bus, such as an 8-bit input/output bus and additional signal lines (a 16- 
bit bus is 8 bits and 8 additional signal bit lines), as it has been held that changing the 
size is not a patentable difference and that having the bus be a 16-bit bus would ease 
transferring data through the interface. 

Response to Arguments 

16. Applicant's arguments filed November 27, 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

17. On page 5, Applicant argues in essence: 

"The Examiner reads the claim 1 element "a micro-controller that can execute 
software routines that implement control functionality" onto both Ko's monolithic 
integrated circuit that is not the digital signal processor. This rejection makes no 
sense. For this reason alone the 35 USC 102(b) fails." 

However, Applicant is directed to the rejection of claim 1 above. The claimed 
micro-controller relies on column 1 , line 55-column 2, line 6, column 2, lines 49- 
50 and Figure 1 , element 12 of Ko. Element 12 of Ko (see column 2, lines 49-50) 
is a digital signal processor, or the claimed micro-controller. Examiner has not 
read areas that are not the digital signal processor on the claimed micro- 
controller. Only element 12 is equivalent to and interpreted to be the claimed 
micro-controller. Therefore this argument is moot. 

18. On page 6, Applicant argues in essence: 

"A digital signal processor is not a subsystem controller, and is not capable of 
executing software routines that implement control functionality" 
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However, as an initial matter, the digital signal processor of Ko. Element 12, is 
not solely interpreted as a subsystem controller. Instead, all of Figure 1 is the 
claimed subsystem controller (Also see the rejection of claim 1 above.). 
Furthermore, the digital signal processor of Ko, element 12, is capable of 
executing software routines that implement control functionality. Element 12 
executes microprograms (or software routines), which are stored in ROM, to 
control and manipulate data (column 2, lines 51-54). Therefore, the digital signal 
processor of Ko, element 12, is capable of executing software routines that 
implement control functionality; that is element 12 can execute software routines, 
i.e. microprograms, that implement control functionality, i.e. control the 
manipulation of data. Therefore this argument is moot. 
19. On page 7, Applicant argues with respect to claim 2 in essence: 

i 

"Ko does not teach or suggest partitioning any kind of controller functionality 
between the digital signal processor and the additional peripheral circuitry. " 

However, it appears that applicant is arguing (with respect to the claims) that 
controller functionality is partitioned, or divided, between the DSP and additional 
circuitry, however that is not what applicant has claimed. Instead claim 2 states 
"control functionality of the subsystem controller is partitioned between logic 
circuits programmed into the complex programmable logic device and software 
routines executed by the micro-controller", or to divide control functionality 
between programmed logic circuits and software. The claim divides control 
functionality between some logic (hardware) and software whereas the argument 
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divides control between the DSP (hardware) and other hardware circuitry. This 

does not make sense since the claim divides functionality between hardware and 

software and the argument divides functionality between hardware and 

hardware. Furthermore, Ko has in fact taught "control functionality of the 

subsystem controller is partitioned between logic circuits programmed into the 

complex programmable logic device (column 4, line 22, figure 1 , element 38) and 

software routines executed by the micro-controller (figure 2, element 12, column 

1 , line 55-column 2, line 6, column 2, lines 49-50) (Where the overall system 

operations are at least controlled by the manner in which the PLA's are 

programmed and the microprograms.)". Therefore this argument is moot. 

20. On page 8, Applicant argues in essence: 

"In the rejection of claim 6, the Examiner states that ROM 14 within Ko's digital 
signal processor read on the language "implementing software routines for 
execution by a micro-controller within the single-IC subsystem controller," ROMS 
do not implement software. The ROM referred to by the examiner is a read-only 
memory that stores digital-signal-processing routines executed by the digital 
signal processor," 

However, the limitation "implement" is defined as "an article serving to equip". So 
the limitation in question is interpreted as "an article serving to equip, or prepare, 
software routines for execution by a micro-controller within the single-integrated- 
circuit subsystem controller". Software instructions in a microprogram and 
permanent data are stored in ROM, element 14, before they are executed 
(column 2, lines 51-54). The instructions are placed in the ROM for subsequent 
execution such that the ROM prepares the instructions for execution. So the 
ROM implements, or prepares, the software routines (microprograms) for 
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execution by the micro-controller (digitals signal processor, element 12) within 
the single-integrated circuit subsystem controller (element 10), as in claim 6. 
Therefore this argument is moot. 

Conclusion 

21. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

22. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

23. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tonia L Meonske whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4170. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with first Friday's 
off. 

24. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Donald Sparks can be reached on (571) 272-4201 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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25. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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